We disentangle constituent and partisan influences in Congress by taking advantage of a largely unexamined institutional setting -lame-duck sessions. Lame-duck sessions of Congress are comprised of exiting members, who are freed from both constituency and party constraints, and returning members, who face a significantly reduced constituency constraint but a still strong party constraint. Comparing exiting and returning House members thus provides meaningful leverage in assessing the constraining influence of party. In the regularly-occurring lame-duck sessions between 1877 and 1933, exiting House members exhibited greater movement away from the median party position than did returning members, consistent with expectations regarding party influence. In addition, party leaders' ability to apply pressure was significantly reduced in lame-duck sessions due to the presence of a large group of exiting members. Finally, majority-party leaders were able to exercise negative agenda control in lame-duck sessions when their party maintained control of the next Congress, but they often acted to roll their own party members (an occurrence we dub a "strategic roll") when their party lost control of the next Congress, as a way to minimize policy loss. In the post-1933 era, after the passage of the 20th Amendment, lame-duck sessions (those portions of the second session that stretch beyond the November elections) are more accurately characterized as extensions of regular sessions, with party leaders' ability to pressure members and exercise negative agenda control remaining virtually constant across sessions. Lower levels of turnover in the modern era appear to contribute to an enhanced ability of majority-party leaders to wield influence.
In seeking to perform their duties, members of Congress typically serve multiple interests. The traditional principal in a member's representational arrangement is his underlying geographic constituency. This is the well-known "electoral connection," wherein a member represents a geographic unit -states for Senators, districts for House members -and seeks to meet his constituents' needs in exchange for reelection. 1 Another principal for members is the party to which they belong. Party membership conveys an assortment of private and public benefits; such benefits are disproportionately larger for members of the majority party (Cox and McCubbins 2005) . Thus, members also face a "partisan connection," wherein they are expected to follow the dictates of party leaders and support the party's legislative agenda.
Parsing out the differential effects of party and constituency on the voting behavior of members of Congress has been a goal of political scientists for decades (see, e.g., Turner 1951; Brady 1973; Peltzman 1984; Kingdon 1989; Levitt 1996; Poole and Rosenthal 1997) .
Methodological issues have often hampered causal inference, however. One such issue involves the use of roll-call votes as the empirical measure. Because there is such a high correlation between a member's party affiliation and his constituency-induced preferences, isolating the key determinant of vote choice is often problematic. As a result, clear and consistent findings regarding the underlying nature and dynamics of members' voting behavior have not emerged. 2 To overcome the methodological problems in using roll-call votes as explanatory measures, scholars have adopted creative research designs to identify (or create) contexts in which party or constituency effects will be significantly reduced or nonexistent (Binder, Lawrence, and Maltzman 1999; Snyder and Groseclose 2000; McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal 2001; Cox and Poole 2002; Jenkins, Crespin, and Carson 2005) . Hypotheses are derived that are consistent with a reduced (or severed) electoral or partisan connection, and tests are conducted to determine if the evidence is consistent with the hypotheses. As a result, scholars have gained leverage on the vexing problem of untangling constituency and partisan pressures.
We add to the literature by focusing on a political context largely ignored by scholars, 3 but also uniquely relevant to the question at hand: lame-duck sessions of Congress. Prior to the adoption of the 20th Amendment in 1933, Congress was split into two sessions: a long session, which convened before the elections to the next Congress, and a short session, which convened after the elections to the next Congress. Thus, the short session was often referred to as the "lame-duck session," since it was comprised in part by members who would be exiting the chamber in a few months (because they either did not run for reelection or lost their reelection bids). The lame-duck session thus becomes a useful context to study the conflicting bases of member voting behavior: for exiting members, both the electoral and partisan connections were effectively severed, while for returning members, the electoral connection was greatly reduced (as the next set of elections were almost two years in the future) but the partisan connection remained strong. 4 Thus, examining lame-duck sessions, we contend, provides a rare opportunity to sort out the independent role that party plays in shaping members' vote choices.
We can also use lame-duck sessions to examine the strategic role party leaders played in constructing the legislative agenda. As the distribution of member types changed in lame-duck sessions, majority-party leaders may have responded by altering which issues were sent to the floor for a vote. While the notion of "negative agenda power" -the ability of majority-party leaders to prevent issues from reaching the floor that are opposed by a majority of the majorityis typically considered "unconditional" McCubbins 2002, 2005) , in that it does not vary by party homogeneity or size, leaders may have seen options in lame-duck sessions that were not available (or desired) in regular sessions. Thus, the application of negative agenda power by majority-party leaders may have varied with the electoral context, a possibility that we can explore by examining outcomes on final-passage votes across congressional sessions.
Variation in members' vote choices and party leaders' strategies can also be examined in the contemporary period, as a new lame-duck "session" has emerged in the modern Congress.
Specifically, the second session of Congress has extended beyond the November elections on 16
occasions since the adoption of the 20th Amendment, to the point of becoming a regular event in recent years. We examine whether this "modern" lame-duck session (i.e., the post-election portion of the second session) is a function of increasing workload, or alternatively if majorityparty leaders find such a session useful for their strategic purposes.
The paper proceeds as follows. We first detail the history of lame-duck sessions of Congress, both before and after the 20th Amendment. We then conduct a set of analyses on pre20th Amendment Congresses (the 45th through 72nd; 1877-1933), leveraging lame-duck sessions to examine (a) the extent to which House members' voting was influenced by party and (b) the variation in House party leaders' efforts to pressure members and exercise negative agenda control. We then examine whether partisanship has been a factor in modern lame-duck sessions, conducting similar analyses to those in the previous section, after which, we conclude.
Establishing the Context: Lame-Duck Sessions of Congress
The lame-duck session of Congress traces its origins back to the founding of the Nation.
Article I, Section 4 of the Constitution stipulated that Congress would assemble at least once per year, with the date set as the first Monday in December. While the technical opening of each Congress was in March (specifically, March 4), harkening back to a law passed by the Confederation Congress in 1788, December thus became the effective opening date. The stipulation of an annual meeting led to the creation of a two-session format, with a first ("long") session extending typically from December through May or June and a second ("short") session extending from December through noon on March 4, the official end-date of the Congress.
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As a result, a peculiar institutional arrangement emerged, whereby the short session of a given Congress convened after many states held their elections to the next Congress. This was made all the more stark by the Apportionment Act of 1872, which mandated that all Federal elections be held on the same day, the first Tuesday after the first Monday in November. 6 This led to the short session being comprised of three different member types: those who had won reelection and would be returning to the next Congress; those who had lost their reelection bids;
and those who had decided to retire. The short session thus became known as the lame-duck session, since it was populated in part by members (election losers and retirees) who would be exiting the chamber in a few months. These exiting members -the lame ducks -were no longer tied to their constituents or parties; yet, they enjoyed all the powers of returning members, most notably the ability to cast roll-call votes, creating a clear "agency problem" in representation.
Moreover, the number of lame ducks in the House was often considerable: between the 45th and 72nd Congresses (1877 Congresses ( -1933 , lame-duck members constituted 30.5% of the chamber on average, ranging from a low of 11.5% in the 69th Congress (1925-27 ) to a high of 52.2% in the 47th Congress (1881-83). (A complete breakdown appears in the web appendix). Given the size of this group and the aforementioned agency problem, lame-duck sessions often proved contentious and controversial; sessions were frequently characterized by poor attendance as well as filibusters and other delaying tactics used to string business along until adjournment. 7 Adding to the controversy was the potential pivotal status of lame-duck members on important pieces of legislation, and occasional charges of side deals being cut and Presidential influence exerted on votes in exchange for executive appointments (Norris 1945; Crowe 1969) .
Such allegations of lame-duck "shirking" eventually led to efforts to modify the congressional calendar. In the late-1880s, Rep. William Crain (D-TX) proposed that members be seated far earlier in the calendar year -January instead of December -which would eliminate the underlying agency problem, but his efforts were stymied (Crowe 1969) . Crain continued his push to abolish the lame-duck session through the mid-1890s, after which the baton was passed The 20th Amendment (which is perhaps best known for moving the presidential inauguration from March to January) significantly reconfigured the congressional calendar. The opening of Congress was moved to early January, and the short (lame-duck) session was eliminated and replaced by a second "long" session that also convened in January. In effect, since the 20th Amendment, Congress has been governed by two regular sessions, often characterized as "odd" and "even," based on whether they begin in an odd-or even-numbered year. 
Pre-20th Amendment Analysis
In this section, we analyze the influence of parties and leaders in lame-duck sessions from the 45th through 72nd Congresses (1877 Congresses ( -1933 . First, we compare the roll-call voting behavior of House members in regular and lame-duck sessions, leveraging the different political contexts to evaluate whether party influences vote choice. We then use expected Rice cohesion scores to evaluate patterns of party pressure across regular and lame-duck sessions. Finally, we calculate majority-and minority-party "roll rates" to assess the nature of negative agenda power, and the strategies of majority-party leaders in the House, across regular and lame-duck sessions.
Examining the Influence of Party on Roll-Call Voting
The lame-duck sessions of the pre-20th Amendment House provide a suitable context to assess the degree to which party serves as a constraint on member voting. That is, the standard difficulty in separating constituency effects from partisan effects can be alleviated, thanks to the unique features of lame-duck sessions. Specifically, the variation in voting behavior between returning members (those who won their reelection bids) and exiting members (those who either lost their reelection bids or retired) across regular and lame-duck sessions can be compared, with the difference serving as a rough estimate of party's institutional influence.
The logic is as follows. Exiting members were no longer beholden to constituency or party in lame-duck sessions, and thus can be said to have severed both the electoral and partisan connections. Returning members, on the other hand, were still beholden to party in lame-duck sessions -as party leaders controlled the committee assignment process and the scheduling of legislation -but they maintained a greatly reduced link to their constituents. Given their recent election (the previous November, a few weeks before the December convening of the lame-duck session) and the realization that their next election would be almost two years in the future (after the completion of the regular session of a new Congress), returning members were quite insulated from constituency pressures in lame-duck sessions. While it would not be technically correct to say that returning members enjoyed a severed electoral connection during lame-duck sessions, we contend that the lengthy time horizon until their next election (and the noncontinuing nature of the House organization) allowed returning members to significantly discount constituency pressures. Thus, the critical difference between returning and exiting members in lame-duck sessions, we contend, is the party constraint.
By comparing the differential behavior of returning and exiting House members across regular and lame-duck sessions, then, we can identify the degree to which party influenced member behavior. Given the emphasis on majority-party power in the literature McCubbins 1993, 2005; Rohde 1997, 2000) , due to the majority's disproportionate control of institutional resources, we focus our attention on majority-party influence. Following Cox and McCubbins (1993) and Aldrich and Rohde (1997) , we conceive of majority-party influence as representing a moderating "pull" on the extremes of the party. That is, majorityparty leaders adopt a legislative agenda for the party, the location of which centers on the preferences of the median party member, and members are then prodded with various carrots and sticks to support the agenda. This dynamic is captured graphically in Figure 1 . The initial distribution of preferences is somewhat wide, while the "revealed" set of preferences (after party leaders have used their influence) is more narrow. This narrowing occurs from either side, as the ends of the party are drawn, or pulled, toward the middle.
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[ Figure 1 about here]
To capture this dynamic, we specify the following dependent variable:
Using "modified" DW-NOMINATE scores, 10 estimated on all scalable roll-call votes in the House by session from the 45th through 72nd Congresses, 11 we calculate the absolute value of the distance of each majority-party member to the majority-party median in both lame-duck and regular sessions, and then take the difference of those distances. (Lame-duck session roll calls constituted 30.2% of all roll calls, on average, during this period; see the web appendix for a breakdown.) As exiting members are no longer beholden to party, whereas returning members still are, we can identify party influence as the degree to which exiting members exhibit greater differential distance from the party median. That is, the calculation above should be both positive (indicating greater distance in the lame-duck session than the regular session) and significantly greater for exiting members (as they have severed the party connection, while returning members have not).
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Thus, we regress the specified dependent variable on a dummy variable for retiring members and a dummy variable for members who lost their election bids. As there are two types of exiting members, we specify different independent variables to capture their separate effects.
Both variables should be positive and significant if party influences members' voting. Whether the two variables will be significantly different from each other is unclear, however, as we do not have clear priors regarding their relative distributions within the party. Results appear in Table 1 , in a basic form (column 1) and a more elaborate form with time-specific (Congressspecific) and member-specific fixed effects (column 2). We find that both exiting variables are positive and significant, as expected, even after including fixed effects. 13 The coefficients are nearly identical in magnitude, and in fact pool (p < 0.98 and p < 0.41, in the two models respectively). In practical terms, a move from returning to exiting status results in a roughly onefifth of a standard deviation increase in the specified dependent variable (differential distance from the party median). Thus, the pull of party -and the resulting "recoil" teased out from estimation above -is both statistically and substantively significant.
[ Table 1 about here]
Analyzing Party Pressure
The prior analysis illustrated the significant effect that party has on members' voting behavior. The analysis in this section focuses on the pressures placed on members by party leaders. The prior section thus provides a "demand side" take, while this section represents more of a "supply side" take. The results, however, should be similar. Just as members were less responsive to party in lame-duck sessions, we should expect (by the same token) that party leaders were less able to pressure members in lame-duck sessions.
To evaluate the magnitude of party pressure across roll-call votes, we draw upon a measure developed by Cox and Poole (2002) . In conceptualizing their measure, Cox and Poole contend that party pressure is variable. For example, party leaders may exert a level of pressure that does not differ appreciably from an "average" (or constant) pressure level. On the other hand, party leaders may exert a level of pressure that is either greater or lower than expected.
For simplicity, we refer to votes with greater than expected pressure as positive pressure votes, and those with lower than expected pressure as negative pressure votes.
Cox and Poole identify positive and negative pressure votes by computing the difference between the actual Rice cohesion score -the absolute difference between the proportion of each party voting "yea" (see Rice 1928) -and an "expected" Rice cohesion score on each scalable roll call. To generate the expected Rice cohesion score, they use W-NOMINATE scores to predict each member's vote on a given roll call, and calculate the Rice cohesion score on the predicted yea coalition. Significant pressure votes are those in which the difference between the actual and expected Rice cohesion scores exceeds ±1.96 standard deviations from the mean difference.
Given our previous results, we have clear priors regarding the application of party pressure across regular and lame-duck sessions. 14 We expect party leaders to be less able to "turn the screws" on lame ducks, as they are no longer beholden to party; hence, party leaders will choose to pursue a more moderate agenda in lame-duck sessions. As a result, we should observe a greater proportion of negative pressure votes in lame-duck sessions vis-à-vis regular sessions. By contrast, party leaders maintain a significant level of influence in regular sessions, prior to elections, when members were largely beholden to them. Thus, party leaders should pursue a more aggressive agenda (all else equal) in regular sessions, which should be marked by a greater proportion of positive pressure votes relative to lame-duck sessions.
Turning to the data, we note first that there are relatively few significant pressure votes in the House from the 45th through 72nd Congresses: 699, or 11% of the total number of roll calls. In testing for differences across sessions, we expect to observe a greater proportion of positive pressure votes in regular sessions and a greater proportion of negative pressure votes in lame-duck sessions. Looking first at positive pressure votes, we find a greater proportion in regular sessions (3.8%) relative to lame-duck sessions (3.4%), as expected, but this difference is not statistically significant (p < 0.21, one-tailed test). With regard to negative pressure votes, we find a greater proportion in lame-duck sessions (8.4%) relative to regular sessions (6.9%), again as expected, and this difference is statistically significant (p < 0.01, one-tailed test).
We repeat the tests on individual Congresses. Results appear in Table 2 . Looking first at the proportion of positive pressure votes, we find strongly significant (p < 0.05) differences in the 53rd and 65th Congresses and weakly significant (p < 0.10) differences in the 50th, 52nd, and 62nd Congresses. In three of these five Congresses, the proportion of positive pressure votes in the regular session exceeds that in the lame-duck session. Though somewhat mixed, these results correspond reasonably well with our expectations. Turning next to the proportion of negative pressure votes, we observe strongly significant (p < 0.05) differences in the 48th, 51st, 55th, 60th, 62nd, 67th, 68th, and 69th Congresses, and weakly significant (p < 0.10) differences in the 56th and 63rd Congresses. In nine of these ten congresses, the proportion of negative pressure votes in the lame-duck session exceeds that in the regular session (the lone exception being the 68th). Overall, these results are strongly consistent with our expectations.
[ Table 2 about here]
In sum, these pressure-vote results suggest that party leaders responded in a predictable manner to different political contexts. When faced with a distribution of House members that was largely beholden to them, as in regular sessions, party leaders actively turned the screws, which resulted in positive pressure. Whereas, when faced with a distribution of House members that was mixed and included a sizeable group that was no longer beholden to them, as in lameduck sessions, party leaders responded with a "light touch," which resulted in negative pressure.
Analyzing Negative Agenda Power
The previous two sections focused on party influence in terms of "positive agenda power," or the extent to which party leaders could pressure members or "twist arms" (and the degree to which members respond to said pressure or arm-twisting). Another aspect of party influence is "negative agenda power," or the degree to which the majority party in the House can control the legislative agenda, by restricting the set of issues that come to a vote. The variation in member types across regular and lame-duck sessions provides a means to assess whether party leaders' use of negative agenda power differs across political contexts.
To examine negative agenda power, we rely on "roll rates," a measure developed by McCubbins (2002, 2005) . A party is "rolled" if a majority of its members unsuccessfully oppose the (final) passage of bill. A roll rate is then just the ratio of party rolls to final-passage votes in a given Congress (or Congresses). Examining roll rates is a way to assess the degree of negative agenda power wielded by the House majority; since the majority party disproportionately controls access to the floor through its control of various "veto" positions in the chamber (like committee/subcommittee chairs, the Rules Committee, and the Speakership), it should be rolled considerably less often than the minority party. That is, issues that would potentially roll the majority party should be blocked by one or more of the relevant veto players in the House. Since the minority party does not have these (or another relevant set of) veto players at its disposal, it will be much more susceptible to being rolled.
A key question is whether negative agenda power (and roll rates) can be usefully examined across regular and lame-duck sessions. Cox and McCubbins argue that negative agenda power is unconditional, in that it is not a function of the underlying homogeneity within or size of the majority party. The ability to block issues that a majority of the majority dislikes is a constant element of party power, and simply accrues to the party that possesses a majority (however similar/dissimilar and large/small). While we do not dispute this, we believe that the degree to which a party effectively controls the agenda -and the issues that make it onto the agenda -will be a function of the political context. The second argument relates to the strategic interests of majority-party leaders, who would on occasion enter a lame-duck session knowing that their party had lost control of the next
Congress. In such cases, majority-party leaders had an incentive to limit what the other party could do agenda-wise upon its ascent to majority status. This could be achieved by allowing issues onto the lame-duck agenda that a majority of their own members disliked, as a way to accede to public demand for a policy (and thus beat the future majority to the punch) while also limiting the degree of policy change actually produced (by proposing a small rather than large change, for example, or tailoring the change to benefit particular elements within the current majority). Once in power, the new majority party may not take up the issues the former majority dealt with in the lame-duck session, because public demand for change on those dimensions had been sated; additional electoral benefits would be limited, and other issues (and potential policy changes) would thus appear more immediate and electorally rewarding. Thus, we introduce the notion of a "strategic roll," in which exiting majority-party leaders allow a majority of their own members to be rolled, as a way of minimizing policy loss for the party as a whole.
Incorporating these two arguments into standard procedural cartel theory McCubbins 2002, 2005) generates two predictions. 15 First, in those Congresses in which the majority entered the lame-duck session as the majority in the next Congress, we should find that majority-party roll rates are lower on average in lame-duck sessions relative to regular sessions.
Here, the first argument will define the legislative environment, and electoral pressures (which help produce majority rolls) should be greatly reduced in lame-duck sessions. Second, in those
Congresses in which the majority entered the lame-duck session as the minority in the next Congress, we should find that majority-party roll rates are higher on average in lame-duck sessions relative to regular sessions. Here, the second argument will define the electoral environment, and strategic agenda behavior on the part of majority-party leaders (which will lead to more majority rolls) should be prevalent in lame-duck sessions.
Roll rates on House-originated final-passage votes by session from the 45th through 72nd
Congresses appear in Table 3 . 16 Overall, majority-party roll rates were higher in lame-duck sessions (7.9%) than in regular sessions (6%), though this difference is not statistically significant (p < 0.42, two-tailed test). 17 Once the data is split into Congresses in which the majority party knew it would be relinquishing power (46th, 47th, 50th, 51st, 53rd, 61st, 65th, and 71st) versus retaining power (all others), however, very different pictures emerge. When the majority knew it would be retaining power, majority-party roll rates were lower in lame-duck sessions (4.4%) relative to regular sessions (6.6%); while consistent with our first prediction, this difference is not statistically significant (p < 0.235, one-tailed test). When the majority knew it would be relinquishing power, majority-party roll rates were considerably higher in lame-duck sessions (13.3%) relative to regular sessions (5.1%), a statistically significant difference (p < 0.02, one-tailed test). This strong result is consistent with our second prediction.
[ Table 3 about here]
To provide substantive context for our strategic-rolls argument, we briefly discuss three important cases. Finally, returning to the general roll-rate analysis, we expect the minority party's ability to influence the majority's negative agenda power should be greater in lame-duck sessions relative to regular sessions. As the lame-duck session had a definite end date (noon on March 4), the minority could effectively threaten to slow the majority's agenda and disrupt the course of business. Such threats, combined with a short, self-contained session and a weaker majority party -thanks to the large proportion of exiting members -suggests that majority-party leaders should have focused more heavily on bi-partisan issues during lame-duck sessions, as a way to hasten their issue agenda. Thus, we expect that the minority party should have been rolled less often in lame-duck sessions relative to regular sessions. This is in fact what we find: as Table 3 indicates, the minority-party roll rate in lame-duck sessions was 30.5%, compared to 39.1% in regular sessions. This difference is statistically significant (p < 0.03, one-tailed test).
Post-20th Amendment Analysis
The 20th Amendment eliminated regularly-occurring lame-duck sessions, but did not eliminate the prerogative of Congressional leaders to convene such sessions if deemed necessary or politically expedient. In fact, Congress has convened lame-duck sessions on 16 occasions since 1933. While modern (post-20th Amendment) lame-duck sessions resemble those of the previous era, they are not identical. First, modern lame-duck sessions are much shorter, lasting less than two months (at most). Second, recent congresses exhibit much lower levels of turnover, especially turnover resulting from the defeat of incumbents (Fiorina, Rohde, and Wissel 1975; Stewart 2001) . Given these important contextual differences, we might expect to observe different patterns of partisan influence across the eras. Thus, we examine the incidence of both pressure votes and roll rates since the 20th Amendment, and augment the quantitative analyses with qualitative accounts of partisan strategy in modern lame-duck sessions.
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Looking more closely at these 16 modern lame-duck sessions, details of which appear in Table 4 , we find that they cluster into three groups: six from the 76th through 83rd Congresses;
four from the 91st through 97th; and six from the 103rd through 109th. The table also illustrates the high variance in activities undertaken in these lame-duck sessions as measured by the number of roll-call votes, which range from zero in the 80th and 83rd Congresses to 91 in the 97th.
[ Table 4 about here]
We first investigate the proportion of party pressure votes in regular and lame-duck sessions from the 76th through 109th Congresses. Unlike the previous era, we find no statistically significant differences in the overall percentages of either positive or negative pressure votes across sessions. Positive pressure votes comprised 9.6% of roll calls in regular sessions and 11.2% in lame-duck sessions (p < 0.85, one-tailed test), and negative pressure votes totaled 9.6% in regular sessions and 11.5% in lame-duck sessions (p < 0.12, one-tailed test). 20 In addition, in examining cross-session party pressure by Congress (as in Table 2 ), we find only one significant difference -on negative pressures votes in the 109th Congress. (See the web appendix for a complete breakdown.) Two aspects of these findings stand out when compared to the pre-20th Amendment era. First, the proportion of both positive and negative pressure votes is effectively constant across sessions. Second, the overall proportion of both positive and negative pressure votes exceeds that of the previous era.
The consistently high level of party pressure across sessions, we believe, is related to decreased member turnover in the modern era. As the sixth column of Table 4 illustrates, the proportion of exiting members in modern lame-duck sessions is quite low, as few incumbents retire or lose their reelection bids as compared to the pre-20th Amendment era. The large contingent of returning members in modern lame-duck sessions provides party leaders with a sufficient number of responsive targets toward which to direct pressure. This makes the modern lame-duck session much more like the modern regular session, which allows party leaders to maintain a consistent "pressure strategy" across an entire congress.
We next investigate the majority party's ability to exercise negative agenda power across sessions in the modern era. Majority and minority roll rates on House-originated final-passage votes from the 76th through 109th Congresses appear in Table 5 . In our earlier analysis, we showed that majority-party roll rates varied across sessions. When the majority party retained power, majority roll rates in regular sessions exceeded those in lame-duck sessions; whereas, when party control of the chamber would change in the next Congress, majority roll rates in lame-duck sessions exceeded those in regular sessions. A somewhat different pattern emerges in post-20th Amendment lame-duck sessions. In Congresses in which the current majority party retained majority status in the ensuing Congress (all but the 80th, 83rd, 103rd, and 109th
Congresses), roll rates increased from regular (1.8%) to lame-duck sessions (4.0%) -although this difference is not statistically significant (p < 0.87, one-tailed test).
with lame-duck sessions that preceded changes in party control, there were only two finalpassage votes: the first (in the 103rd) did not roll either party while the second (in the 109th) rolled only the minority. The lack of final-passage votes in these Congresses is likely due (at least in part) to the minority party blocking the legislative agenda in the lame-duck session, in anticipation of ascending to majority status in the next Congress.
[ Table 5 about here]
In terms of minority-party rolls, we argued earlier that the minority should be better able to influence the majority's negative agenda power in lame-duck sessions relative to regular sessions. As modern lame-duck sessions are much shorter than those convened in the pre-20th
Amendment era, the minority can even more credibly threaten to use procedural techniques to disrupt the majority's proposed course of action. At the same time, the majority party is much better positioned to succeed in post-20th Amendment lame-duck sessions, because incumbent turnover is so much lower in the modern era. For example, our party pressure results suggest the emergence of a "brawnier" majority party in modern lame-duck sessions, driven by the much larger contingent of returning majority-party members in the post-20th Amendment era. This lower turnover should also allow the majority to push a party agenda more effectively.
We find that these opposing forces effectively cancel out. Minority roll rates are lower in lame-duck sessions (23.1%) relative to regular sessions (27.4%), but this difference is not statistically significant (p < 0.51, two-tailed test). 22 This result, along with our earlier party pressure results, suggests that regular and lame-duck sessions are much more alike in the modern period. Because the set of exiting members is so much smaller in modern lame-duck sessions, the majority party is able to maintain its regular-session strategies effectively throughout the entirety of a Congress.
Agenda Construction in Recent Lame-Duck Sessions of Congress
In this section, we draw upon journalistic accounts of modern lame-duck sessions to gain additional insights on the nature of party influence. News stories of modern lame-duck sessions often describe party leaders balancing their desire to complete key agenda items with members' electoral concerns. As congressional workload may conflict with members' need to return to their districts in the fall to campaign, leaders are faced with a scheduling dilemma: postpone adjournment to complete business or recess and allow members to return home, knowing business will need to be completed after the elections. A workload argument has been offered to explain the lame-duck session in 1974 (93rd Congress), for example, as Congress was preoccupied with the Watergate scandal and had a number of important agenda items that required action, to which President Ford added additional proposals (Beth and Sachs 2006) .
Party leaders may also view lame-duck sessions as a way to provide political cover for fellow partisans. Leaders may delay votes until after the November elections, thereby allowing their members to avoid taking unpopular positions on legislation before voters go to the polls.
Lame-duck sessions provide adequate protection for returning members, allowing them nearly two years to engage in damage control. Leaders may find this strategy appealing, knowing that a large proportion of their fellow partisans will return to office, making them receptive pressure targets in the lame-duck session.
We find some evidence that electoral forces played a significant role in convening the lame-duck session in 1980 (96th Congress). Democratic leaders chose to delay consideration of budget legislation until after the November elections, to avoid putting members in the difficult position of supporting major deficit spending (Arieff 1980; Beth and Sachs 2006) . And despite significant party losses that November, there were enough returning Democrats to comprise a Though idiosyncratic in nature, the post-20th Amendment lame-duck sessions do provide an avenue to make direct comparisons about partisan influence across congressional eras. We showed that modern lame-duck sessions are perhaps best thought of as extensions of regular sessions, as our statistical evidence uncovered no significant differences in either party pressure votes or roll rates across regular and lame-duck sessions. Consistency of this sort seems a likely consequence of the low levels of turnover in the modern era, which in turn enables party leaders to carry over regular legislative strategies into the lame-duck sessions.
V. Conclusion
In this paper, we set out to disentangle partisan and constituency influences in Congress by examining exiting and returning House members across regular and lame-duck sessions. We exploited the analytical leverage provided by lame-duck sessions of Congress, which are comprised of exiting members, who are freed from both constituency and party constraints, and returning members, who face a significantly reduced constituency constraint but a still strong party constraint. Analyzing the behavior of exiting and returning members across regular and lame-duck sessions thus provides a novel way to assess the constraining influence of party.
We presented evidence of notable differences in member behavior and leadership strategy across regular and lame-duck sessions of Congress in the pre-20th Amendment era. At the individual level, we found that exiting members voted in a significantly different way from returning members; exiting members moved further away from the median party position in lame-duck sessions, a result of their "shaking off" the partisan constraint. Likewise, we discovered that lame-duck sessions were characterized by lower levels of party pressure, as leaders were hampered by the glut of exiting members; specifically, a far greater proportion of negative pressure votes occurred in lame-duck sessions relative to regular sessions. We also found that majority-party leaders' exercise of negative agenda power varied by session. First, majority roll rates were higher in lame-duck sessions prior to a majority relinquishing power, as majority leaders allowed bills on the agenda that would roll their own party members -which we dubbed "strategic rolls" -and thereby cut their losses and minimized what the incoming majority could do policy-wise. Second, minority roll rates were lower generally in lame-duck sessions, as majority leaders acknowledged the minority's stronger dilatory position (thanks to the definite March 4 session end-date) and thus chose a more consensual set of issues to pursue.
In comparing post-20th Amendment (or modern) lame-duck sessions to those from the pre-20th Amendment era, we identified important differences in the levels of party pressure.
Unlike the previous era, we observed no significant changes in the proportions of party pressure votes or roll rates from regular to lame-duck sessions. In effect, lame-duck sessions in the modern era are simply extensions of regular sessions. This is due, in large part, to the low turnover that characterizes the modern Congress. Party leaders are able to exert influence effectively in lame-duck sessions because most of their members are reelected and, thus, are still responsive to party pressure.
The differences across the two eras provide meaningful insights into the importance of party influence in Congress. In the pre-20th Amendment era, large proportions of members in lame-duck sessions would be exiting the chamber in short order, and thus were effectively immune to party pressure. Party influence in those lame-duck sessions was minimal. In the modern era, however, party influence is present across the entire congress, thanks to the large number of returning members populating lame-duck sessions. More broadly, the elimination of the regularly-occurring lame-duck session has been a boon to party leaders; in replacing the regular/lame-duck session arrangement with two regular sessions, both of which convene before the November elections, the 20th Amendment has provided party leaders with more agenda time to exert their influence and expedite party business. allows them to deviate in their voting behavior (in a linear fashion) from their established career lame-duck-session position.
11 As the session-by-session scores are generated in a single DW-NOMINATE estimation, and DW-NOMINATE scores are comparable within the same chamber at different points in time, concerns regarding scale equivalence that plague some studies (such as those that use W-NOMINATE scores) are not an issue for us. For an overview of the various forms of NOMINATE, see Poole and Rosenthal (1997; 2007) and Poole (2005) .
12 Brady, Buckley, and Rivers (1999) suggest that parties may have operated as "insurance mechanisms" around the turn of the 20th Century, by providing members with political positions in the event they lost their reelection bids. Under such an arrangement, parties would presumably maintain some control of members even after they became lame ducks. This argument has never been fully examined or tested, but if true, it should bias the results of our regression toward the null hypothesis of no difference. 13 We also included additional covariates, like seniority, seniority-squared, and whether the Australian ballot was in effect. Our main effects remained unchanged. See the web appendix for the results of these estimations.
14 Cox and Poole (2002) underscore that the proportion of pressure votes in a Congress is not an indicator of party strength, but is more accurately thought of as a measure of the variance in party pressure across roll calls. We analyze the proportions of these pressure votes not to draw conclusions about the magnitude of party pressure, but rather to note variations in pressure across distinct subsets of roll-call votes. Simply put, our use of the data is consistent with the caveat offered by Cox and Poole. 
